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- The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address ~ 
Period for Reply 



A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) FROM 
THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). In no event, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for reply specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a reply within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply within the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 1 33). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 704(b). 

Status 

1)D Responsive to communication(s) filed on . 

2a)D This action is FINAL. 2b)S This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 1^6 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) E] Claim(s) 1^6 is/are rejected. 

7) D Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) ^ The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)^ The drawing(s) filed on 15 October 2003 is/are: a)D accepted or b)^ objected to by the Examiner. 
. Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
11 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-152. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)D Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)D All b)D Some * c)D None of: 

1 0 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.D Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-6 are presented for examination. 



Information Disclosure Statement 

The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on October 15, 
2003 has been considered by the examiner. Form 1449 has been signed and 
returned with this office action. 



Drawings 

Figures 6-8 should be designated by a legend such as -Prior Art- 
because only that which is old is illustrated. See MPEP § 608.02(g). Corrected 
drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the Office 
action to avoid abandonment of the application. The replacement sheet(s) should 
be labeled "Replacement Sheet" in the page header (as per 37 CFR 1.84(c)) so 
as not to obstruct any portion of the drawing figures. If the changes are not 
accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed of any 
required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings 
will not be held in abeyance. 



Specification 

The Title, Abstract, and Specification are objected to as follows: 
35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, requires the specification to be written in 
"full, clear, concise, and exact terms." The specification is replete with terms 
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which are not clear, concise, and exact. The specification should be revised 
carefully in order to comply with 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph. Examples of 
some unclear, inexact, or verbose terms used in the specification are: 

The title: "Method and Device for Testing Bit Errors " It is unclear if 
applicant is actually testing the bit errors. 

The Field of invention: "The present invention relates to a method and a 
device for testing bit errors , and in particular to a method and a device for 
conducting a test through measuring bit errors of a plurality of communication 
devices." Again, it is unclear if applicant is actually testing the bit errors or 
actually measuring the bit errors. 

The Abstract: Uses the equivalent of the claim language - rejected below, 
to describe the claimed invention. 

Page 3 lines 7-10 "Therefore, the measured devices connected thereafter 
can not be measured, so that whether or not bit errors exist on all of the 
measured devices can only be determined." It is not clear how this is determined. 

This is merely a sample of the unclear language in the specification 

The specification (including the claims and abstract) appears to be a literal 
translation into English from a foreign document and is replete with grammatical 
and idiomatic errors. These deficiencies may be overcome with a replacement 
specification properly translated into a form which clearly defines the scope of the 
invention including language which would enable one or ordinary skill in the art to 
make or use the claimed invention. 
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Applicant is required to submit an amendment which clarifies the 
disclosure so that the examiner may make a proper comparison of the invention 
with the prior art. 

Applicant should be careful not to introduce any new matter into the 
disclosure (i.e., matter which is not supported by the disclosure as originally 
filed). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying 
out his invention. 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one 
skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to 
make and/or use the invention. 

As per claim 1 , "A method for testing bit errors comprising the steps of 

converting a testing serial signal into parallel signals corresponding to 

channels for a plurality of measured devices and a redundant channel to be 

demultiplexed for the measured devices; 

converting a passing signal through the redundant channel into a channel 

determination signal for specifying an alignment of the measured devices; 
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multiplexing output signals of the measured devices and the channel 
determination signal corresponding to a demultiplexing mode; and 

measuring bit errors from the multiplexed signals and detecting measured 
devices concerning the bit errors from the channel determination signal. 11 

The following phrases are not clear in the claims or specification: 

"testing bit errors" (line 1) - It is unclear to the examiner why or how one 
would test bit errors. The examiner suspects that the intended meaning of this 
phrase may be "testing for the occurrence of bit errors". However, on page 1 of 
the specification the following statement is made "a device for conducting a test 
through measuring bit errors of a plurality of communication devices" (lines 7-9). 
At this point, it is even more unclear whether the applicant is actually testing the 
bit errors or testing for the occurrence of bit errors. 

"a testing serial signal 1 (line 2 of claim 1) - This could be "a serial test 
signal" as shown in the drawings (Figure 2), although it should be changed to 
comply with terminology common in the art. 

"a plurality of measured devices" (line 3 of claim 1) - The examiner can 
only conclude that these "measured devices" are the devices under test and 
have some relation to a communication channel (by assignment ? page 6 lines 1- 
4 of the specification). This is also unclear from the specification. 

"a redundant channel to be demultiplexed for the measured devices" - 
(lines 3-4 of claim 1) from the specification and the drawing it would seem that 
once the signal has reached the "measured devices" the signal has already been 
through the signal demultiplexer (from the direction arrows on the signals lines in 
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figures 1 and 2). This is also not clarified by the wording in the specification 
(which seems to repeat the claim language without further clarification). It is also 
unclear how this is done "for" the measured devices as the signal has passed 
through the signal demultiplexer prior to entering the redundant channel and from 
the redundant channel, does not ever enter into the measured devices (figure 2 
and figure 5). 

"converting a passing signal" (line 5 of claim 1) - in testing terminology, 
this phrase 'passing signal' could mean that this signal is an error free signal, 
although the specification is not clear on this issue, nor is it clear why the 
'passing signal' would be converted. 

"converting a passing signal through the redundant channel into a channel 
determination signal for specifying an alignment of the measured devices" is 
only defined by this sentence (on page 7 of the specification lines 9-14). "Thus, if 
the channel of all bit errors is detected based on the multiplexed number and the 
location of error bits, alignment between the location (position) of the channel for 
determining a channel location which becomes a start point of the multiplexing 
cycle and the location of the measured device can be specified, thereby enabling 
measured devices at which error bits are generated to be specified." This 
sentence is in itself unclear, and is not further clarified by the remainder of the 
text. 

"multiplexing output signals of the measured devices and the channel 
determination signal corresponding to a demultiplexing mode" (lines 9-10 of 
claim 1) - This limitation is only defined in the specification with the claim 
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language, however it would seem that the multiplexed signal should correspond 
to the specific demultiplexing mode (order?) which was used originally to 
demultiplex the signal. The specification is unclear as to whether this is a 
preselected mode or a mode that can be changed during the process. As such, 
the examiner would expect that since this feature is claimed, then there would be 
a mode that could be -not corresponding to a demultiplexing mode\ The 
drawings however, do not give an indication of any control signals to the 
multiplexing demultiplexing circuitry. The above quoted sentence (on page 7 of 
the specification lines 9-14) does seem to indicate that the redundant circuit input 
would be the start point of the multiplexing cycle (which would indicate that it is a 
preset mode). This is also unclear with respect to the drawings and the 
specification. 

" measuring bit errors from the multiplexed signals" (line 12 of claim 1) - 
this is analogous to the above stated 'testing bit errors'. Therefore, if applicant is 
'measuring bit errors' it is unclear why or how this is done. The examiner 
suggests that applicant is likely measuring the rate of bit errors or the percentage 
of bit errors, although this is unclear from the specification. 

"detecting measured devices concerning the bit errors from the channel 
determination signal" (line 12-14 of claim 1) - the examiner does not 
understand how the described circuit could 'detect the measured devices 
concerning the bit errors./. It would seem from the drawings that the bit errors 
would be detected and perhaps, by virtue of symbol location within the 'channel 
determination signal', could associate a specific bit error to a specified channel 
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and then (as it is unclear how the channel is associated with or assigned to a 
specific measured device) to the 'measured device' which produced the bit error. 

Claims 2, 3, and 6 are dependent on the above rejected claim 1 and 
therefore inherit the 35 U.S.C. first paragraph issues of independent claim 1. 

Claim 4 is the independent device claim corresponding to the above 
rejected method claim. The language used in claim 4 is the same as rejected 
above in claim 1 and is therefore rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 5 is dependent on the above rejected claim 4 and therefore inherits 
the 35 U.S.C. first paragraph issues of independent claim 4. 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-6 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 

In claim 1 , the following phrases are unclear and not clearly defined in the 
specification (see rejection above): 

"a method for testing bit errors" (line 1) 

"a testing serial signal" - (line 2) 

"measured devices" - (lines 3,4,7,8,and 12) 

""a redundant channel to be demultiplexed for the measured devices" (line 

4) 
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"a passing signal" - (line 5) 

"channel determination signal" - (lines 6, 9, and 12-13) 

" specifying an alignment of the measured devices" - (lines 6 and 7) 

"demultiplexing mode" - (line 9) 

"measuring bit errors" - (line 11) 

"detecting measured devices" - (lines 11-12) 

"measuring bit errors from the multiplexed signals and detecting measured 
devices concerning the bit errors from the channel determination signal." - (lines 
11-13) 

Claims 2, 3, and 6 are dependent on the above rejected claim 1 and 
therefore inherit the 35 U.S.C. second paragraph issues of independent claim 1. 

Claim 4 is the independent device claim corresponding to the above 
rejected method claim. The language used in claim 4 is the same as rejected 
above in claim 1 and is therefore rejected for the same reasons. 

Claims 5 is dependent on the above rejected claim 4 and therefore inherits 
the 35 U.S.C. second paragraph issues of independent claim 4. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to Cynthia Britt whose telephone number is 571- 
272-3815. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Albert Decady can be reached on 571-272-3819. The fax 
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phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). 



Cynthia Britt 
Examiner 
Art Unit 2133 




